that either the Weberian-bureaucratic model prevails or the managerial model prevails. However, we propose that a tertium is given, and that a more apposite way of interpreting the administration of the Commission is to investigate its transformed administration by considering three options rather than two. These are: whether it has remained fundamentally 'Weberian' (although below the surface of a range of managerial tools formally in place), or whether it is 'managerial' (mainly in the sense of a post-bureaucratic NPM type of organization, see Pollitt, 2009), or whether it is 'neo-Weberian'. Thus, in our view, the dichotomy 'bureaucratic model versus managerial model' ought to be replaced by a more comprehensive interpretation that considers three poles instead of two, the neo-Weberian model being the tertium.
The argument put forward in this chapter is in many respects in line with Olsen's (2006) , who contests the idea of the obsolescence of bureaucratic organization and the occurrence of a paradigm shift from Weberian bureaucracy toward market organization or network organization, and proposes considering bureaucratic organization as part of a repertoire of overlapping, supplementary, and competing administrative forms coexisting in contemporary democracies. One main difference between this contribution and Olsen's is that this more specifically resorts to a 'tertium', a third model (neoWeberianism) to describe what has occurred to Weberian bureaucracies since undergoing waves of NPM reform as well as post-NPM reforms (Christensen and Laegreid, 2001, 2007) .
The chapter proceeds as follows: firstly, an overview of the doctrinal debate on the central question 'how should the public sector be organized?' is succinctly recalled in light of the 'responses' provided by each of the three models. The 'neo-Weberian model' is then applied to interpret the administration of the Commission following a decade of managerial reforms, contrasting it with the 'Weberian model' and the 'managerial model' as alternative interpretive lenses of the Commission administration. The conclusion we draw is that the neo-Weberian model may be added to the repertoire of models for the study of the administration of the Commission.
On a methodological note, for the description of the administrative reform trajectory of the Commission between 1995 and 2012, we rely on the findings of Bauer (2008a Bauer ( , 2008b Bauer ( , 2009 Bauer ( , 2010 , Bauer and Ege (2012 ), Cini (2007 ), Egeberg (2010 ), Georgakakis (2010a , 2010b ), Hooghe (2012 , Kassim (2004 Kassim ( , 2008 , Knill and Balint (2008) 
